THE WORK OF ART AND THE SPECTATOR 


to defend such camera work might object) there is no 
relationship between what one sees and what one hears, 
besides, televised broadcasts are usually transmitted 
over FM so one hears very well all the time. Not so. 
Is it not true that what one perceives visually can 
affect what one perceives auditorily? Is it not true 
that to focus the camera solely on the flute for ex- 
ample prevents the spectator who watches a televised 
performance from perceiving the spatial and hence the 
auditory relationship between the flute and the rest 
of the ensemble (even when the flute to continue with 
the same example is the only instrument out of 100 

that is being played it is spatially and auditorily 
related to the 99 instruments that are not being played 
at that moment--which is something the spectator in 
attendance in a space-for-performance can not forget)? 
Why is it that those who decide on camera distances 

and angles during the filming/videotaping of the ma- 
jority of those performances of symphonic works that 
are broadly cast by means of television physically 
underdistance most of the performances that they record? 
What is it about the appreciation of phenomena that 

are at the same time autonomous and aesthetic that 

they fail to understand? What is it about the relation- 
ship between the space-for-performance and the perfor- 
mance that they fail to understand? Is it possible that 
they believe that any given work of art that is per- 
formed for spectators in general can be performed in 
any given space-for-performance? Is it possible that 
they believe that the relationship between a spectator 
who is interested in and capable of appreciating aes- 
thetically a given performance of a work of art and 

the space qua physical structure/environment in which 
that performance takes place is not an important factor 
in that spectator's ability to appreciate aesthetically 
that performance? Is it possible that they believe 
that works of art can only be appreciated aesthetically 
(however they might define aesthetic appreciation) by 
those spectators who are very close to the performance/ 
work of art in question (hence their eschewal of shots 
that show all of the musicians at once except of course 
at the conclusion of all performances at which time 

the camera invariably quickly withdraws to the control 
loft above the top balcony)? Is it possible that such 
persons believe that a work of art is a phenomenon that 
is nothing more/nothing less than the sum of its parts? 
Is it possible that such persons are neither interested 
in nor capable of appreciating aesthetically works of art? 





